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and intimidation—they want trans-
parency and the rule of law. They want 
a future for themselves and their chil-
dren. 

Today, Northern Ireland is a strug-
gling democracy—at a crossroad. Elec-
tions have occurred. Elected represent-
atives have been chosen. The mecha-
nisms of self-government are clearly 
spelled out in the Good Friday Accords. 
Everyone knows what needs to be done 
to move the process forward. I hope 
and pray that those with the power to 
make a difference will have the cour-
age to do the right thing. The people of 
Northern Ireland deserve and expect 
nothing less. 

f 

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 2005 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about the need for hate 
crimes legislation. Each Congress, Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I introduce hate 
crimes legislation that would add new 
categories to current hate crimes law, 
sending a signal that violence of any 
kind is unacceptable in our society. 
Likewise, each Congress I have come to 
the floor to highlight a separate hate 
crime that has occurred in our coun-
try. 

Last week, a 15-year-old high school 
student was charged with assault after 
attacking a fellow student. According 
to police, the attacker yelled dispar-
aging remarks about the victim’s sex-
ual orientation before the fight broke 
out. The victim was taken to the doc-
tor with bruised ribs after he was re-
peatedly kicked. 

I believe that the Government’s first 
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend 
them against the harms that come out 
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement 
Enhancement Act is a symbol that can 
become substance. I believe that by 
passing this legislation and changing 
current law, we can change hearts and 
minds as well. 

f 

OPPOSING THE NATIVE HAWAIIAN 
GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION 
ACT 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, it has come 
to my attention that persons outside of 
the Senate have told Senators that I do 
not oppose S. 147, the latest incarna-
tion of a bill that would create a tribal 
government for Native Hawaiians. This 
is untrue; it is probably being said be-
cause I agreed that the issue could be 
brought to the Senate floor for a vote. 
I continue to believe that this bill is 
profoundly unconstitutional and poses 
serious moral and political problems. I 
oppose this bill, and urge my col-
leagues to do so. 

I ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing three news columns by Bruce 
Fein, constitutional scholar and former 
Reagan administration Justice Depart-
ment official, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Times, Mar. 11, 2005] 

THE PINEAPPLE TIME BOMB 
(By Bruce Fein) 

It is not because Native Hawaiians should 
be cherished less but that equality under the 
law should be loved more that the Akaka 
Bill to create a race-based government 
should be opposed. The Senate Committee on 
Indian Affairs blithely approved the legisla-
tion Wednesday without seriously examining 
its constitutionality. The bill previously 
passed the House in 2000 as a ‘‘noncontrover-
sial,’’ like treating South Carolina’s firing 
on Fort Sumter as a July Fourth celebra-
tion. 

The proposed legislation would ordain a 
Native Hawaiian Governing Entity cobbled 
together by Native Hawaiians meeting a 
threshold of Native Hawaiian blood. The En-
tity would negotiate with the United States 
and the State of Hawaii for lands, natural re-
sources, civil and criminal jurisdiction, and 
other matters within the customary purview 
of a sovereign. It would be a race-based state 
within a state: a government of Native Ha-
waiians, by Native Hawaiians, for Native Ha-
waiians. It does not deserve birth. 

The grandeur of the United States has been 
a history of escape from ugly racial, ethnic 
or class distinctions. The nation celebrates 
equality of opportunity and merit rather 
than birth as the touchstone of destiny. 
American citizenship is defined by common 
ideals and aspirations unstained by hier-
archy: no divisions between patricians or 
clergy, nobles and commoners. Indeed, the 
Constitution forbids titles of nobility. 

Accordingly, Supreme Court Justice 
Antonin Scalia instructed in Adarand Con-
structors v. Pena (1995): ‘‘To pursue the con-
cept of racial entitlement—even for the most 
admirable and benign of purposes—is to rein-
force and preserve for future mischief the 
way of thinking that produced race slavery, 
race privilege and race hatred. In the eyes of 
government, we are but one race here. It is 
American.’’ 

The United States has flourished by over-
coming stains on its creed of equality. Black 
slavery was ended by the 13th Amendment, 
and Jim Crow died with the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 and Voting Rights Act of 1965. Indi-
vidual Japanese-Americans got an apology 
and compensation for race-based maltreat-
ment in World War II in the Civil Liberties 
Act of 1988. 

Racism is defeated by its renunciation, not 
its practice. The latter pits citizen against 
citizen and invites strife and jealousies that 
weaken rather than strengthen. 

An exclusive Native Hawaiian government 
is no exception. Justice Anthony Kennedy 
persuasively discredited the argument that 
the Akaka Bill will bring reconciliation be-
tween Native Hawaiians and their co-citizens 
in Rice v. Caytano (2000). In voiding a race- 
based restriction on the franchise for trust-
ees of the Office of Hawaiian Affairs, Justice 
Kennedy sermonized: ‘‘One of the principal 
reasons race is treated as a forbidden classi-
fication is that it demeans the dignity and 
worth of a person to be judged by ancestry 
instead of by his or her own merit and essen-
tial qualities. . . . [T]he use of racial classi-
fications is corruptive of the whole legal 
order democratic elections seek to preserve. 
The law itself may not become an instru-
ment for generating the prejudice and hos-
tility all too often directed against persons 
whose particular ancestry is disclosed by 

their ethnic characteristics and cultural tra-
ditions.’’ 

The Akaka Bill would create an unprece-
dented race-based government in Hawaii. 
Prior to the 1893 dethronement of Queen 
Lili’uokalani, the monarchy treated Native 
Hawaiians and immigrants alike. Each en-
joyed equal rights under the law. Ditto under 
the successor government and territorial au-
thority after Hawaii’s annexation by the 
United States in 1898. In other words, the 
race-based legislation would not restore the 
1893 legal landscape, but enshrine an odious 
political distinction amongst Hawaii’s in-
habitants that never before existed. 

A Native Hawaiian enjoys the same free-
doms as other Americans. Native Hawaiians 
may celebrate a distinctive culture under 
the protection of the Constitution, like the 
Amish. Racial discrimination against a Na-
tive Hawaiian is illegal. And the civil and po-
litical rights of Native Hawaiians dwarf what 
was indulged by the sovereign under the 
former monarchy. 

Stripped of rhetorical adornments, the 
Akaka Bill is racial discrimination for the 
sake of racial discrimination; a dishonoring 
of the idea of what it means to be an Amer-
ican and a formula for domestic convulsions. 

[From the Washington Times, Oct. 5, 2004] 

A RACE-BASED DRIFT? 

(By Bruce Fein) 

The nation’s mindless celebration of 
multiculturalism and denigration of the 
American creed has reached a new plateau of 
destructiveness. A bill recently reported by 
the Senate Appropriations Committee (S. 
344) would establish a race-based government 
for Native Hawaiians unconstrained by the 
restrictions of the U.S. Constitution. The 
bill’s enactment would mark the beginning 
of the end of the United States, akin to the 
sack of Rome by Alaric the Great in 410 A.D. 
A country that wavers in its fundamental 
political and cultural values—like a nation 
half slave and half free—will not long en-
dure. 

S. 344 would erect an independent govern-
ment for the lineal descendants of Native 
Hawaiians to honor their asserted ‘‘rights as 
native people to self-determination and self- 
governance.’’ Best estimates place their 
number at more than 400,000. Like Adolf Hit-
ler’s blood tests for Jews, a minuscule per-
centage of Native Hawaiian ancestry would 
establish an entitlement to participate in 
the new racially exclusive domain. 

The right to self-determination means the 
right of a people to choose their sovereign 
destiny, whether independence, federation, 
accession to another nation or otherwise. 
Thus, the bill would overturn the past and 
prevailing understanding of the Civil War. As 
Chief Justice Salmon Portland Chase lec-
tured, Ulysses S. Grant’s defeat of Robert E. 
Lee established an indivisible national unity 
among indestructible states. 

The Native Hawaiian government would be 
unbothered by the ‘‘irritants’’ of the U.S. 
Constitution. Thus, it might choose theoc-
racy over secularism; summary justice over 
due process; indoctrination over freedom of 
speech; property confiscations over property 
rights; subjugation over equality; or, group 
quotas over individual merit. The Native Ha-
waiian citizens of the Native Hawaiian gov-
ernment would also be exempt from swearing 
or affirming allegiance to the United States 
of America or the U.S. Constitution. 

The race-based sovereignty created by S. 
344 is first cousin to a revolution against the 
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United States. As the Declaration of Inde-
pendence elaborates, revolutions may be jus-
tified by repression or deafness to pro-
nounced grievances. Thomas Jefferson’s in-
dictment of King George III is compelling on 
that score. But S. 344 does not and could not 
find Native Hawaiians are oppressed or mal-
treated in any way. They are first-class 
American citizens crowned with a host of 
special privileges. Indeed, the proposed legis-
lation acknowledges that, ‘‘Native Hawai-
ians . . . give expression to their rights as 
native peoples to self-determination and self- 
governance through the provision of govern-
mental services to Native Hawaiians, includ-
ing the provision of health care services, 
educational programs, employment and 
training programs, children’s services, con-
servation programs, fish and wildlife protec-
tion, agricultural programs, native language 
immersion programs and native language 
immersion schools from kindergarten 
through high school.’’ 

The annexation of Hawaii by the United 
States in 1898 has proven a bright chapter in 
the history of democracy and human rights. 
Native Hawaiians had failed for centuries to 
build a democratic dispensation and the rule 
of law. When Queen Lili’uokulani was ousted 
from power in 1893, the potentate was no 
more eager to yield monarchical powers than 
was the shah of Iran. Annexation and state-
hood in 1959 brought all Hawaiian residents 
irrespective of race or ethnicity the bless-
ings of the U.S. Constitution—government of 
the people, by the people, for the people. Na-
tive Hawaiians prospered far beyond the des-
tiny available under Queen Lili’uokulani and 
her royal successors. Suppose Japan had at-
tacked Pearl Harbor when under the queen’s 
sovereignty. The Hawaiian Islands would 
have been colonized and brutalized as was 
Korea from 1910–1945. 

American civilization has been a boon, not 
an incubus, for the Native Hawaiians living 
today. Generally speaking, they thrive from 
the benefits of science, medicine, literature, 
higher education, free enterprise, private 
property and freedom of inquiry, amenities 
and enjoyments not found in lands un-
touched by Western values and practices. As 
elaborated in the report of Senate Com-
mittee of Indian Affairs accompanying S. 
344, Native Hawaiians’ nagging resistance to 
complete assimilation seems to explain their 
suboptimal demographics. Hawaiian law, for 
example, has invariably guaranteed subsist-
ence gathering rights to the people to retain 
native customs and traditions. 

Not a crumb of legitimate grievance justi-
fies the odious race-based government cham-
pioned by S. 344. To borrow from Associate 
Supreme Court Justice Antonin Scalia in 
Adarand Construction vs. Pena (1995), in the 
eyes of the law and the creed of the United 
States, there is only one race in the nation. 
It is American. And to be an American is to 
embrace the values of freedom, individual 
liberty and equality acclaimed in the Dec-
laration of Independence, Constitution and 
Gettysburg Address. S. 344 would create a 
distinct race of Native Hawaiians subject to 
a race-based Native Hawaiian government 
with the purpose of creating and preserving 
non-American values: namely, ‘‘Native Ha-
waiian political and cultural identity in ac-
cordance with their traditions, beliefs, cus-
toms and practices, language, and social and 
political institutions.’’ 

Native Hawaiians hold no more right to a 
race-based government than countless other 
racial or ethnic groups in the United States. 
They are no more entitled to secede from the 
jurisdiction of the U.S. Constitution than 

were the Confederate States of America. En-
acting S. 344 would surrender the intellec-
tual and moral underpinnings of the United 
States. 

E PLURIBUS UNUM—DEBATING THE LEGALITY 
OF THE AKAKA BILL 

(By Bruce Fein) 
Hawaii Attorney General Mark Bennett is 

dead wrong in his support of the Akaka Bill. 
The proposed legislation celebrates race- 

based divisiveness over America’s highest as-
pirations for unity and equality. The bill is 
blatantly unconstitutional. 

E Pluribus Unum is the nation’s birth cer-
tificate. 

Ben Franklin sermonized that if we do not 
all hang together; we assuredly shall all 
hang separately. Abraham Lincoln preached 
that ‘‘A house divided against itself cannot 
stand.’’ Supreme Court Justice Benjamin 
Cardozo in Baldwin v. Seelig (1935) observed: 
‘‘The Constitution was framed . . . upon the 
theory that the peoples of the several states 
must sink or swim together, and that in the 
long run prosperity and salvation are in 
union and not division.’’ Justice Antonin 
Scalia lectured in Adarand Constructors v. 
Pena (1995) that the Constitution acknowl-
edges only one race in the United States. It 
is American. 

Attorney General Mark J. Bennett’s spir-
ited defense of the Akaka Bill (Hawaii Re-
porter, December 20, 2004) ignores this wis-
dom. It is nonsense on stilts. He talks about 
Congress’ power to recognize tribes, but the 
Akaka Bill is not about recognizing a real 
tribe that truly exists. Instead, it proposes 
to crown a racial group with sovereignty by 
calling it a tribe. But to paraphrase Shake-
speare, a racial group by any other name is 
still a racial group. Congress cannot cir-
cumvent the Constitution with semantics. 
The United States Supreme Court in United 
States v. Sandoval (1913) expressly repudi-
ated congressional power arbitrarily to des-
ignate a body of people as an Indian tribe, 
whether Native Hawaiians, Jews, Hispanics, 
Polish Americans, Italian Americans, Japa-
nese Americans, or otherwise. Associate Jus-
tice Willis Van Devanter explained with re-
gard to congressional guardianship over Indi-
ans: ‘‘[I]t is not meant by this that Congress 
may bring a community or body of people 
within the range of this power by arbitrarily 
calling them an Indian tribe, but only that 
in respect of distinctly Indian communities 
the questions whether, to what extent, and 
for what time they shall be recognized and 
dealt with as dependent tribes requiring 
guardianship and protection of the United 
States are to be determined by Congress, and 
not by the courts.’’ 

Attorney General Bennett incorrectly ar-
gues that the Supreme Court has interpreted 
the Indian Commerce Clause to endow Con-
gress with plenary ‘‘power to deal with those 
it finds to be Indian Tribes. . . .’’ No such in-
terpretation has ever been forthcoming, and 
thus Mr. Bennett is unable to cite a single 
case to support his falsehood. Indeed, it is 
discredited by the Sandoval precedent. 

Congress enjoys limited powers under the 
Constitution. They are generally enumerated 
in Article I, section 8, and include the power 
to regulate commerce ‘‘with the Indian 
tribes.’’ Clause 18 also empowers Congress to 
make all laws ‘‘necessary and proper’’ for 
executing its enumerated authorities. Con-
trary to the Hawaii Attorney General, the 
Indian Commerce Clause has been under-
stood by the Supreme Court as conferring a 
power to regulate the nation’s intercourse 
with Indian Tribes, but not to summon a 

tribe into being with a statutory bugle. The 
Attorney General is also unable to articulate 
a connection between any enumerated power 
of Congress and the Akaka Bill’s proposal to 
endow Native Hawaiians with the quasi-sov-
ereignty and immunities of Indian Tribes. 

He absurdly insists that the Founding Fa-
thers intended an open-ended definition of 
Indian Tribe because contemporary diction-
aries defined tribe as ‘‘[a] distinct body of 
people as divided by family or fortune or any 
other characteristic.’’ But the Constitution’s 
makers employed ‘‘Indian’’ to modify tribe. 
That modifier was understood to include 
only peoples with an Indian ancestry coupled 
with a primitive culture that necessitated 
federal protection from predation by States 
or private citizens. In Sandoval, for example, 
Congress properly treated Pueblos as an In-
dian tribe because ‘‘considering their Indian 
lineage, isolated and communal life, primi-
tive customs and limited civilization, this 
assertion of guardianship over them cannot 
be said to be arbitrary. . . .’’ Chief Justice 
John Marshall in The Cherokee Nation v. 
Georgia (1831) likened an Indian Tribe’s de-
pendency on the United States to the rela-
tion of a ward to his guardian. The Akaka 
Bill, however, does not and could not find 
that Native Hawaiians need the tutelage of 
the United States because of their back-
wardness or child-like vulnerability to ex-
ploitation or oppression. Indeed, their polit-
ical muscle has made them spoiled children 
of the law, as Attorney General Bennett 
himself underscores. Finally, the Constitu-
tion aimed to overcome, not to foster, paro-
chial conflicts or jealousies. That goal would 
be shipwrecked by a congressional power to 
multiply semi-sovereign Indian tribes at 
will. 

He stumbles again in attributing to a court 
the statement, ‘‘Indian tribes do not exist in 
Alaska in the same sense as in [the] conti-
nental United States.’’ The statement was 
made by the Secretary of the Interior in a 
letter noting that Alaskan tribes occupied 
land which had not been designated as ‘‘res-
ervations,’’ in contrast to Indian tribes. 

Section 2 of the Fourteenth Amendment 
further undermines the Attorney General’s 
accordion conception of Indian Tribe. It ap-
portions Representatives among the States 
according to population, but ‘‘excluding Indi-
ans not taxed.’’ Mr. Bennett’s argument 
would invite the majority in Congress to ma-
nipulate apportionment by designating en-
tire States that generally voted for the oppo-
sition as Indian Tribes. 

Finally, the Attorney General wrongly in-
sinuates that Congress would be powerless to 
rectify historical wrongs to Native Hawai-
ians absent the Akaka Bill. Congress enjoys 
discretion to compensate victims or their 
families when the United States has caused 
harm by unconstitutional or immoral con-
duct, as was done for interned Japanese 
Americans in the Civil Liberties Act of 1988. 
Congress might alternatively establish a tri-
bunal akin to the Indian Claims Commission 
to entertain allegations of dishonest or un-
ethical treatment of Native Hawaiians. As 
the Supreme Court amplified in United 
States v. Realty Co. (1896): ‘‘The nation, 
speaking broadly, owes a ‘debt’ to an indi-
vidual when his claim grows out of general 
principles of right and justice; when, in other 
words, it is based on considerations of a 
moral or merely honorary nature, such as 
are binding on the conscience or the honor of 
the individual, although the debt could ob-
tain no recognition in a court of law. The 
power of Congress extends at least as far as 
the recognition of claims against the govern-
ment which are thus founded.’’ 
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TRIBUTE TO DECLAN CASHMAN 
Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I rise to 

pay tribute to Ms. Declan Cashman 
who tomorrow marks her 20th year of 
service in the Senate. 

Declan began her career in the Sen-
ate back in 1985 as a legislative sec-
retary for my distinguished friend, 
Senator Dave Durenberger of Min-
nesota. She was promoted to positions 
on the Subcommittee on Intergovern-
mental Relations, the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations, and the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. Today, she serves 
as my executive assistant, where she is 
invaluable to me and so many others 
on my staff. I do not sign a letter with-
out first asking, ‘‘Has Declan looked at 
this?’’ 

Despite her busy work schedule, 
Declan has many creative pursuits. She 
is both a lover of the theater and a tal-
ented actress herself. Recently, she has 
performed at Washington’s Studio The-
ater, the Chevy Chase Players, and the 
Silver Spring stage. 

Declan is an inspiration to the young 
men and women who come to work in 
Washington every year. Every morn-
ing, she is the first to arrive in my of-
fice, where she proceeds to scour her 
hometown Boston Globe, the New York 
Times, the Washington Post’s Style 
section, and Page Six, over a cup of 
black coffee. As her coworkers arrive, 
she enthusiastically shares the best 
stories with them. 

On behalf of her Senate coworkers 
over the past 20 years and the thou-
sands of constituents she has assisted, 
I thank Declan for her dedication and 
excellent public service. I hope that 
she will grace my office with her pres-
ence for the next 2 years. Then some-
one else will be my fortunate suc-
cessor. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE 80TH AN-
NUAL PRINCE OF PEACE EASTER 
PAGEANT 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I rise 

today in recognition of the 80th Annual 
‘‘The Prince of Peace’’ Easter Pageant 
that has been performed annually in 
the historic Holy City of the Wichitas 
since 1926. I am very proud of this truly 
outstanding Oklahoma tradition and 
would like to congratulate the dedi-
cated performers and organizers both 
past and present who have kept it alive 
all these years. 

The pageant was the brainchild of a 
young pastor, Reverend Anthony Mark 
Wallock, of the First Congregational 
Church in Lawton, OK. Eighty years 
ago, he gathered a few hardy souls 
from his church and Sunday school 
class on a mountain peak at Medicine 
Park, OK, where he conducted a short 
Easter morning service. That worship 
ceremony, which was carried out in 
word, song, and pantomime, eventually 
became the world-renowned Easter 
pageant, ‘‘The Prince of Peace.’’ 

Word about the pageant spread 
quickly, and began attracting a larger 
audience. As a result, the pageant was 
moved to the foot of Mount Roosevelt 
in the heart of the Wichita Mountains 
Wildlife Refuge. The twenty-two build-
ings at the new site were completed 
and dedicated on March 31, 1935, and 
the first pageant there, performed on 
April 21, drew a crowd of 82,000 people. 

In the 1940’s, the pageant even drew 
the attention of Hollywood and in 1948 
the film, ‘‘The Lawton Story—The 
Prince of Peace’’ was produced with 
the participation of many local citi-
zens in Lawton and the surrounding 
area. Although Reverend Wallock 
passed away on December 26 of that 
year, the story of the pageant he 
founded lived on in the community 
that he loved. 

Since then, hundreds upon thousands 
of volunteers have carried on the an-
nual tradition of presenting this his-
toric production. It has become the 
longest continuously running outdoor 
Easter pageant in America. Every 
Easter season, on Palm Sunday Eve 
and Easter Eve, starting at 9:00 in the 
evening, 300 costumed volunteer per-
formers bring the pageant to life. 

The voices of the characters come 
from the reading cast. Their timed 
speaking gives life to the pantomiming 
actors. Those in charge of music, sound 
effects, and the all-important lighting 
give realism to the story. The brilliant 
costumes, live animals, and surprise 
special effects all contribute to a rich 
and beautiful depiction of the life of 
Christ. 

Mr. President, as the Easter season 
approaches and this storied pageant en-
ters its 80th year, I extend my grati-
tude for all those who have committed 
to keep its flame burning. The message 
of hope and human redemption that is 
at the heart of this pageant is one that 
we sorely need today, and I hope that 
Reverend Wallock’s inspiring legacy 
will live on for 80 more years and be-
yond. 

f 

IN MEMORY OF JAY CUTLER 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition to inform the Sen-
ate of the passing of Jay Cutler on 
March 4, 2005. Jay was a dear friend to 
many in Washington, a loving husband, 
father, and grandfather to his family, 
and a true asset to Capitol Hill and the 
field of mental health policy. Both on 
the Hill and in his role as the lobbyist 
for the American Psychiatric Associa-
tion, Jay worked diligently to educate 
people about mental health and to al-
leviate the stigma attached to mental 
illness. I had the pleasure of working 
closely with Jay on a number of issues 
affecting millions of Americans af-
flicted with these maladies. 

Most importantly, Jay had an over-
whelming love for his family, espe-
cially his wife, children, and grand-

child. They, along with me, the United 
States Senate and Washington, DC will 
miss Jay dearly because he was a true 
inspiration to us all. In memory of Jay 
Cutler, I ask unanimous consent that 
Rabbi Joseph B. Meszler’s eulogy of 
Jay be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

JAY CUTLER (YOSEF BEN MOISHE) 
RABBI JOSEPH B. MESZLER, WASHINGTON 

HEBREW CONGREGATION, MARCH 7, 2005 
Sometimes, when people reach retirement, 

they experience what people call a second 
childhood. They are able to be a kid again 
and enjoy themselves. Jay Cutler, however, 
never stopped knowing how to be a kid, how 
to enjoy life to the utmost, and how to mar-
vel at people and places and situations. He 
was always a big, wonderful, loving man 
whose warmth you felt almost instantly. 
Perhaps the pain at the injustice of his sud-
den death is tempered by the fact that he did 
not wait until his retirement to go out and 
enjoy life. Jay Cutler was a good man who 
was a wonderful husband and father, and the 
best grandfather. He was an extremely gen-
erous man in every sense of the word. A He-
brew proverb says, Neir Adonai nishmat 
adam; the light of God is a person’s soul. 
Jay’s soul gave a great deal of light and 
warmth. 

We are here in this unbelievable situation, 
to grieve for the death of Jay, to try to ac-
cept the reality of this loss, and to feel the 
pain of grief. His family and friends are gath-
ered because it feels like a huge light has 
gone out, and we are groping in the dark. At 
the same time, Jay would always find some-
thing light and even funny even in the dark-
est situations. And in telling stories about 
Jay, we are liable to laugh just as much as 
cry. 

Jay was born the only child to Murray and 
Shirley Cutler in Brooklyn. He was not only 
the only child but also the first grandchild, 
and so his grandparents closed down the 
street and had a block party for him upon 
his arrival into this world. It would fore-
shadow a great deal of Jay’s spirit in times 
to come. 

Jay loved his parents, and they loved him 
dearly. He attended Tilden High School and 
then went to New York University as a busi-
ness major. In his neighborhood, attending 
his same high school, was a young woman 
named Randy. Randy was on the cheering 
squad, and her friend wanted to set her up 
with this guy named Jay. ‘‘You’ll have a 
great time,’’ her friend assured her. ‘‘He 
makes great seal noises.’’ They went to 
Jahn’s Ice Cream Parlor. Jay was 19, and 
Randy was 16. Later, Jay would make the 
time to drive his car over to Randy’s house 
so the two of them could wash it together. 
His car must have been very dirty because he 
did this almost every day. On weekends, they 
would go out on dates. They were married on 
April 5, 1952 at a synagogue in Brooklyn, and 
while they did not have a honeymoon, Jay 
and Randy said that they honeymooned for 
many years on many trips after that. Their 
marriage took place before Jay had to go 
overseas during the Korean War, and Randy 
remembers well their time in Georgia when 
they shared a house with other couples be-
fore Jay was shipped out. 

Jay and Randy’s love for each other was 
something to behold. They simply loved 
being together, and it is hard if not impos-
sible to think of them apart. They have been 
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